REMARKS 

I . Introduction 

Claims 1-3, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13-18, 20 and 21 have 
been amended. Claims 9 and 12 have been cancelled. 
Claims 6, 19, 24-32, 37-41, and 44 have been withdrawn. 
Claims 4, 5, 22, and 23 are also in the case. 
Reconsideration of this application in light of the 
following further remarks is hereby respectfully- 
requested . 

II . The Claim Objections Based on Alleged Informalities 

Claims 1 and 2 have been objected to because of 
various alleged informalities. The claim 1 issues have 
been obviated by amending claim 1 as suggested in the 
Office action. The claim 2 issue has been obviated by an 
amendment of claim 2 that flows from amendments made to 
claim 1. These objections to claims 1 and 2 should 
accordingly be withdrawn. 

III . The Objection to the Specification 

The specification has been objected to because 
several terms used in the claims are allegedly not used 
in the specification. These issues have been obviated by 
amending the claims to delete the terms the Examiner 
objected to, and substituting terms that either come from 
the specification or that are so commonly employed that 
no specific specification support should be required. 
For example, " annular ly continuous" is no longer used in 
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the claims, and "ring" (coming, for example, from such 
points in the specification as page 33, lines, 29 and 31; 
page 35, lines 8 and 18; and page 38, line 4) has been 
substituted. Similarly, "retention fingers" has been 
changed to "hook" members (coming, for example, from page 
28, line 10) . "Substructures" has been replaced by 
"portions," an everyday term that should require no 
express support in the specification. 

Applicants also mention at this point that 
claim 8 has been amended to refer to "barbs." Support 
for this use of this term can be found, for example, at 
page 39, line 32, of applicants* specification. 

In view of the foregoing, applicants believe 
that the objection to the specification should be 
withdrawn . 

IV. The Double -Patented Rejections 

Several of applicants' claims have been 
rejected for obviousness- type double -patenting over 
various ones of U.S. application No. 10/637,213, U.S. 
application No. 10/813,447, U.S. patent 6,702,829, and 
U.S. patent 7,211,095. A Terminal Disclaimer is being 
filed with this Reply to obviate all of these rejections. 
The Commissioner is hereby authorized to change the 
disclaimer filing fee to Deposit Account No. 06-1075 
(Order No. 000293-0002-106) . The double -patenting 
rejections should accordingly be withdrawn. 
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V. The Prior Art Rejections 

A. The Rejections Based on 

Lazarus U.S. Patent 5,104,399 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7-18, 20, 21, and 23 have been 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by Lazarus 
U.S. patent 5,104,399 ("Lazarus"). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 now specifies that the length of each 
of the hook members (e.g., 43 6' in FIG. 36) that extends 
radially outwardly is greater than the cantilevered 
length of each of the tissue-piercing members (e.g., 436" 
in FIG. 36) . Lazarus does not show a structure like 
this. Lazarus elements like 60 do not qualify as 
" tissue -piercing members" because they do not pierce 
anything. Only Lazarus elements like 70, 72, 116, 118, 
136, 140, 139 may qualify as tissue-piercing elements. 
But any of these elements that may be selected as 
possibly analogous to applicants ' claimed hook members 
are no longer, in radially outwardly extending length, 
than the cantilevered length of other ones of these 
elements that may be selected as possibly analogous to 
applicants' claimed tissue-piercing members. This clear 
structural distinction between claim 1 and Lazarus 
applies whether any one of Lazarus ' s staples is 
considered, or whether a Lazarus assembly that includes 
two staples is considered. There are also many other 
differences between claim 1 and Lazarus. But the one 
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distinction detailed above is believed to be sufficient 
to establish the patentability of claim 1 over Lazarus. 
Dependent claims 2-3, 5 and 7 are also shown to be 
patentable over Lazarus by this distinction. 

Claim 8 now specifies a plurality of barbs on 
the connector that are for penetrating the tissue of the 
graft. Claim 8 further specifies that each of these 
barbs has a "length that is less than a radially 
outwardly extending length of each of the hook members 
[of the connector] when the hook members extend radially 
outwardly." In other words, claim 8 specifies that the 
length of each barb is less than the radial outward 
extent of each hook. The reason for this is that the 
hooks should be relatively long to flare out inside the 
vessel to which the graft is to be connected. The barbs 
should be relatively short because they only have to 
secure the connector to the graft. 

The above discussion of Lazarus in relation to 
claim 1 makes it clear that Lazarus does not show members 
having greater radially outward extent than the length of 
other members . Lazarus therefore does not anticipate 
claim 8, and claim 8 is accordingly allowable over 
Lazarus. The same is true of the claims dependent from 
claim 8 that were also said to be anticipated by Lazarus 
(i.e., claims 10, 11, 13-18, 20, 21, and 23). 
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B. The Rejections Based on 

Raster et al . U.S. Patent 5,366,462 

Claims 1, 5, 7-9, 11-16, 20, 21, and 23 have 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as anticipated by 
Raster et al . U.S. patent 5,366,462 ( "Raster" ) . This 
rejection is also respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 specifies that applicants' connector 
includes a "continuous ring." The Office action asserts 
that Raster's connecting unit 4 6 is "piecewise 
continuous," even though unit 4 6 plainly has a gap where 
it does not continue. The undersigned attorney does not 
understand what "piecewise continuous" means. But 
whatever that assertion means, it must be possible for 
applicants to distinguish their invention, which includes 
a truly continuous ring, from Raster, which does not have 
a truly continuous ring. "Ring" is a word that should 
have a clear meaning, and the word "ring" should be 
usable by applicants to distinguish their continuous 
annular structure from a structure (like Raster's) that 
is not continuous. Certainly, the most common 
understanding of the word "ring" is that it refers to an 
annular structure that is continuous. Applicants are 
using the word "ring" in that most common way. And to 
eliminate any possible doubt about what "ring" means in 
applicants' claim 1, that claim also uses the adjective 
"continuous" in conjunction with "ring." 
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Raster's structure is not a ring in the usual 
sense. It is not complete. It has a gap at one point 
around its circumference. As a consequence of this 
important difference, Kaster cannot be fairly said to 
anticipate claim 1, which specifies "a structure that 
forms a continuous ring." Claim 1 is therefore allowable 
over Kaster. The same is true of claims 5 and 7, which 
are dependent from claim 1 and which were also rejected 
as anticipated by Kaster. 

Claim 8 also specifies "a continuous ring." 
These words distinguish claim 8 from Kaster in the same 
way that they distinguish claim 1 from Kaster. Claim 8 
is therefore allowable over Kaster. The same is true of 
claims 11, 13-16, 20, 21, and 23, all of which are 
dependent from claim 8 and all of which have been 
rejected as anticipated by Kaster. 

C. The Rejections Based on 35 U.S. C. § 103 

Claims 4 and 22 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as obvious from Lazarus or Kaster in view of 
Kim U.S. patent 5,676,670 ("Kim"). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 4 is dependent from claim 1. Claim 1 has 
been shown above to be allowable over Lazarus and Kaster. 
Kim does not add anything that is pertinent to the 
allowability of claim 1. Accordingly, claim 4 is 
allowable over Lazarus and Kim or Kaster and Kim because 
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claim 1 is allowable over those combinations of 
references . 

Claim 22 is dependent from claim 8, which has 
also been shown above to be allowable over Lazarus and 
Kaster. Again, Kim does not add anything that is 
pertinent to the allowability of claim 8 . Claim 22 is 
therefore allowable over Lazarus and Kim or Kaster and 
Kim because claim 8 is allowable over those combinations 
of references. 

VI . Other Matters 

The Office action requires applicants to 
identify specification support for amendments that have 
been made. This has been done in section III above. 

The Office action requests applicants to 
identify copending applications containing similar 
subject matter to the present claims. This was done in 
applicants' last Reply to Office action in this case. 

VII . Conclusion 

The foregoing demonstrates that claims 1-5, 7, 
8, 10, 11, 13-18, and 20-23 are allowable. This 
application is therefore in condition for allowance. 
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Reconsideration and allowance are accordingly 



respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Registration No. 26,183 
Attorney for Applicants 
FISH & NEAVE IP GROUP 
ROPES & GRAY LLP 
Customer No. 14 73 
1211 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, New York 10036-8704 
Tel . : (212) 596-9000 
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